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CHAPTER I 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
The objectives of modern education include the 
physical, emotional and social as well as the academic 
development of each pupil. In order to fulfill these 
objectives, "the teacher must understand the child not 
only in terms of his classroom behavior, but also con-
sider the total life of the individual. ,.l Through 
research advances in child development and psychology, 
educators are now at the stage where they are able to 
recognize and understand individual differences in 
children. However, the wealth of data that has been 
collected on methods of determining personality patterns 
is still largely confined to the clinical setting. There-
fore the teacher, although now able to recognize person-
ality differences in children, still finds it difficult 
to go "beneath the surface." In order to do this Buhler2 
1charlotte Buhler, Faith Smitter, and Sybil 
Richardson, Childhood Problems and the Teacher (New York: '' 
Henry Holt and Company, 1952) p. v. 
2 Ibid., p. v. 
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points out, "A teacher can not rely on group observation 
alone. . . but must turn to more individual approaches 
in fully realizing the uniqueness of each child's person-
ality." 
Since teachers are occupied primarily in group 
activities they have little time to administer revealing 
but time consuming individual personality inventories. 
Projective techniques such as the Rorschach and the 
Thematic Appreciation Test require skilled administration 
and interpretation. However, as noted by Goodenough and 
Harris, 3 "In recent years the spontaneous drawings of the 
human figure have proven to give meaningful clues to the 
personality of the child." One technique of personality 
investigation through drawing of the human figure now 
available is the Machover Personality Projection Test. 4 
Child psychologists have utilized this instrument in their 
work and a recent study indicated its value for the 
teacher. Dwinell, 5 in a small study at the first grade 
3r-lorence Goodenough and Dale B. Harris, "Studies 
in the Psychology of Children's Drawings," Psychological 
Bulletin, 47: 369-372, September, 1950. 
4Karen Machover, Personality Projection in The 
Drawing of The Human Figure (Number 25, American Lecture 
Series Monograph, Springfield: Charles C. Thomas, 1949.) 
:> 
5Alice J. Dwinell, "An Investigation of the li Machover Personality Projection Test As An Approach To 
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level, indicated "that the Machover Test appears to 
select the same pupils as having personality problems as 
does the California Test of Personality for Kindergarten-
primary Grades," (a test6 widely used for this purpose). 
The Problem. This study is an investigation of 
two personality tests, the Machover Personality Test and 
the California Personality Test, to see, in a group of 
fifty-one kindergarten children, if both tests will lo-
cate the same personality problems, This study will also 
investigate the length of time taken to draw the human 
figure, the sequence in which it is drawn, and the rela-
tionship, if any, that exists between both of these 
factors and intelligence. The intelligence quotient will 
be derived from the drawing of a man according to the 
Goodenough "Draw-a-Man" Test scoring rules. 
Justification of the Problem. As modern education 
progresses, the search for better understanding the 
individual intellectual abilities as well as needs and 
it li drives of a child continues. Teachers need an instrument 
' 
' i ~ 
,, 
" Locatin~ Personality Problems At The First Grade Level" 
;; (unpubll.shed Master s thesis, Boston University, 1958). 
,, 
'I 6Louis P. Thorpe, Willis W. Clark, and Ernest w. 
Tiegs, California Test of Personality (Los Angeles: 
California Test Bureau, 1953). 
3 
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l! of measurement which is neither time consuming nor com-
plicated to aid in their understanding of a child. The 
earlier a child's individuality is recognized the sooner 
his particular needs will be mat and abilities challenged 
in our schools. In many systems, the kindergarten 
teacher has the initial contact with a child in his 
school career. Her understanding could influence the 
child's later school years. The developmental stage of a 
five-year-old may put limits on verbalization and under-
standing of some concepts in personality inventories. 
Therefore, if drawing of the human figure, which is both 
common and enjoyable for the child at this age, could be 
used as a device for further understanding and observing 
a child it would be helpful for the teacher. An increas-
ing number of studies have illustrated the possibility 
of using drawings to help locate individual character-
istics. However, an echoing thought in many of the 
studies is the existence of the need for further research 
and validation before the drawing of the human figure can 
be used as a completely reliable instrument of measure-
I 
ment. This study, is therefore a small attempt to furtheri 
investigate this tool at a selected age and to compare it i 
with a standardized test. 
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CHAPTER II 
RELATED LITERATURE 
The nature of this study as expressed in 
Chapter I is to investigate further the findings of the 
Dwinell1 research which indicated that the Machover 
Personality Projection Test could probably be used at the 
first grade level to locate personality problems. It is 
hoped that this study will serve as increasing evidence 
that the drawing of the human figure can be used by the 
teacher as an aid in better understanding the social and 
mental characteristics of individual children at the 
kindergarten level. 
Introduction. Child psychologists and educators 
alike are realizing the possibility of using art as a 
tool for further understanding the child. Buhler2 
1Alice J. Dwinell, "An Investigation Of The 
Machover Personality Projection Test As An Approach To 
Locating Personalitr Problems At The First Grade Level" 
(unpublished Masters thesis, Boston University, 1958). 
2charlotte Buhler, Faith Smitter, and Sybil 
Richardson, Childhood Problems and the Teacher (New York: 
Henry Holt and Company, 1952) p. 342. 
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reports that: "Since the beginnings of modern psychology 
it has been recognized that children's drawings probably 
tell more about an individual than any other single activ-
ity." The same observation was made by Ellkisch3 yet she 
developed it more specifically, noting that: 
• . . Those who have been interested in child 
psychiatry and child psychology have come to realize 
that the child's expression in art might be con-
sidered as an indicator of his emotional adjustment 
or maladjustment. . . • Such considerations are 
based on the recognition that a person's expressive 
movements constitute an idiom which if understood · 
correctly is communicably meaningful like any other 
language. 
In reviewing literature related to spontaneous 
drawings of children it is noted that in recent years, an 
increasing number of studies have been initiated to in-
vestigate drawings as indicators of personality. Testi-
mony to this fact is made in the Encyclopedia of Educa-
tional Research4 where it was observed that, "Interest in 
the use of drawings as an index to personality differences 
and especially as an aid to understanding social problems 
of individual children has increased." 
3Paula Ellkisch, "The Emotional Significance of 
Children's Art Work," Childhood Education, 23: 236-41, 
' 1947. 
4w. s. Monroe, EncRcloredia of Educational Research (revised edition; New Yor: he Macmillan Company, 1950), 
p. 174 . 
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Research in Children's Drawings as Indicators of 
Mental Development. The study of children's art itself 
is not new. Goodenough5 observes that, as early as 1885, 
Ebenezer Cooke published an article on the successive 
stages of development in children's drawings as he had 
observed them. Interest in the observation of both 
development and the universality of certain drawing 
traits continued until the turn of the century. Most of 
the early studies were primarily descriptive in nature. 
In 1926, Goodenough undertook a study of the 
intellectual factors involved in the drawings of young 
children and the construction of a scale to be used in 
the measurement of these factors. A comparison of the 
findings of earlier investigators led her to justify 
these conclusions: 6 
1. In young children a close relationship is 
apparent between concept development as 
shown in drawing, and general intelligence. 
2. Drawing, to the child, is primarily a language, 
a form of expression, rather than a means of 
creating beauty. 
3. In the beginning the child draws what he 
knows rather than what he sees. 
5Florence L. Goodenough, Measurement of Intelli-
gence By Drawing (New York: World Book Company, 1926) 
p. 1. 
6 Ibid., p. 11. 
.. 
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4. The child exaggerates the size of items 
which seem interesting or important. 
5. 
6. 
The order of development in drawing is 
remarkably constant. 
The earliest drawings made by children 
consist almost entirely of what may be 
described as a graphic enumeration of 
items. Ideas of the relative proportion 
of parts is much later in developing. 
1. In drawing objects placed before them young 
children place little or no attention to 
the model. 
8. Drawings made by subnormal children re-
semble those of younger normal children in 
their lack of detail and in their defective 
sense of proportion. 
9. Children of inferior mental ability some-
times copy well but they rarely do good 
original work in drawing. Conversely, the 
child who shows real creative ability in 
art is likely to rank high in general 
mental ability. 
~ i ,, 
jl
1 
10. Up to about the age of 10 years children 
" draw the human figure in preference to 
li any other subject. 
il Working from these basic hypotheses, Goodenough 
j) set up a scale of intelligence based on the drawing of a 
,; 
II human figure. She felt the results obtained from her fj 
li initial study showed that the scale "formed a serviceable 
" ii test of intellectual development."7 It is interesting to 
7Florence 
gence By Drawing 
p. 81. 
--:- o·-::·--~.=-
L. Goodenough, Measurement of Intelli-
(New York: World Book Company, 1926) 
8 
!' 
! 
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note Goodenough observed "that girls ranked somewhat 
higher than boys on the test." She also observed that 
"the drawings of boys and girls presented marked sex dif-
ferences of a qualitative nature."8 In commenting on the 
first observation, Goodenough pointed out that: 
• • . It has usually been assumed that the superior 
school progress made by girls is attributed to their 
greater docility and more studious habits rather than 
to any true intellectual difference. It is possible 
that traits such as these may also explain the higher 
average of girls on the drawing test.9 
Machover, 10 discussed the qualitative differences 
from the functional standpoint. 
Girls are said to draw larger heads, shorter arms, 
smaller hands, shorter legs and smaller feet than 
boys do. The difference in treatment may be related 
to the respective experiences of growing boys and 
girls in our culture. 
Thus, as indica ted by Machover' s statement the 
Goodenough "Draw-a-Man" Test is not "culture-free." 
Cronbach11 points out that "Though the test can be 
8 Ibid., p. 57. 
9 Ibid. , p. 58. 
1
°Karen Machover, Personality Projection in The 
Drawing of The Human Figure (NUmber 25, American Lecture 
Series Monograph, Springfield: Charles C. Thomas, 1949) 
p. 39. 
llLee J. Cronbach, Essentials of PsycholoHical 
Testing (second edition; New York: Harper androthers, 
1960) p. 207. 
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applied in all cultures, it is dependent on cultural 
influences. 11 
A number of studies have confirmed that the test 
compares favorably with other group intelligence tests, 
! and also with the Stanford-Benet for the same age levels. ' 
f, 
For the past thirty years, the Goodenough has served as ani; 
adequate measure of intelligence at the pre-school and 
primary level. Stewart12 questions the validity of the 
mental age since the norm was established so many years 
ago. However, she felt that "the Draw-a-man" was still 
a valuable instrument of measurement. 
Through the efforts of Goodenough, her predeces-
sors, and more recently students of children's art, 
drawing has come to be accepted as an indicator of the I' 
mental development of a child. Lowenfeld, 13 has divided· 1, 
the developmental process of the human figure drawing 
into various stages progressing from the scribble stage 
to the more advanced stages of expressing concepts and 
relationships. In Monroe, 14 a summary of educational 
12oscar K. Buros, The Fourth Mental Measurements 
Yearbook (Highland Park, New Jersey: The Gryphon Press, 
1953) p. 292. 
13viktor Lowenfeld, Creative and Mental Growth, 
(New York; The Macmillan Company, 1947) p. 113. 
14w. s. Monroe, Encyclotedia of Educational 
(revised edition; New York: t=e Macmillan Company, 1950) 
p. 174. 
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research on drawing, states that: "When the drawings of 
young children are judged on the basis of their develop-
mental characteristics, rather than their artistic merit, 
there shows a close relationship to I.Q." 
Research in Children's Drawings as Indicators of 
Personality. As an outgrowth of the Goodenough study, 
there is a growing interest in the use of children's 
drawings as indicators of personality as well as mental 
development. Goodenough herself recognized this possibil-
ity in her original study. She expressed the opinion that 
"if understood properly, the drawing would contribute much 
to our knowledge of child's interest and personality 
traits. 1115 
In 1950, Goodenough and Harris16 reported: 
Atpresent many students of child art would re-
vise the earlier hypothesis, "a child draws what 
he knows rather than what he sees," to read, "a 
child draws what he feels rather than what he sees 
or knows to be true." 
Read17 presents this viewpoint in his writings 
15Florence L. Goodenough, Measurement of Intelli-
gence By Drawing (New York: World Book Company, 1926) 
p. 80. 
16Florence L. Goodenough and Dale B. Harris, 
"Studies in The Psychology of Children's Drawings," 
Psychological Bulletin, 47: 369, September, 1950. 
17Herbert Read, Education Through Art (London: i: Faber and Faber, 19 43) • ====;;.::_=:;..=.;=;:...::=..;;. 
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The child's concept formation in his drawing is 
an expression of his whole personality. Through 
his art the child may give us an intimate under-
standing of the relationships he has established 
to the things he represents. 
LowenfelJ8says, "Drawing gives us an excellent record of 
things which are of a special mental or emotional im-
portance to the child." 
The adaptability of art to expression is also dis-
cussed by Buhler. 19 She feels that art is a good means 
of expression 
• • • because it is natural for the child to 
express himself emotionally in materials and activ-
ities. Drawing and painting seem the most general 
means of expression the world over, If a child from 
four to ten does not like to paint this refusal it-
self may be an indication of some deep repression. 
Although the Goodenough test was originally in-
tended as a measure of intelligence, the findings of 
further studies indicating the value of drawing as an 
indicator of personality have resulted in the use of the 
Goodenough test as a projective technique. 
18viktor Lowenfeld, Creative and Mental Growth 
(New York: Macmillan Company, 1947). 
19charlotte Buhler, Faith Smitter and Sybil 
Richardson, Childhood Problems And The Teacher 
(New York: Henry Holt and Company, 1952) p. 317. 
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In 1947, Machover presented a method of personality 
investigation through the drawing of the human figure. 
She had been impressed with the fact: "Although two 
scores of different children might be exactly the same on 
the Goodenough test, the drawing of the human figure was 
never exactly alike." 20 The basic assumption of her pro-
jective tecnnique is that the human figure drawn by an 
individual who is directed to "draw-a-person" related 
intimately to the impulses, anxieties, conflicts and 
compensations characteristic of that individua1. 21 She 
states in a monograph presenting her work that, 
• . • Successful drawing interpretation has pro-
ceeded on the hypothesis that the figure drawn is 
related to the individual who is drawing with the 
same intimacy characterizing his gait, handwriting 
or any of his expressive movements.22 
Stewart23 has noted that the work of Machover 
1 is receiving wide clinical use. Harriman24 sees the li j, 
21Ibid., p. 8. 
22Ibid., p. 5. 
23Louis H. Stewart, "The Expression of Personality 
in Drawings and Paintings," Genetic Psychology Monograph, 
1: 55, 1950. 
24oscar Krisen Buros, The Fourth Mental Measure-
ments Yearbook, (Highland Park, New Jersey: The Gryphon 
_ Pie~~ , _f9 }31_ J.> , 11_2 • 
13 
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Personality Projection Test as a report of progress, 
nevertheless, he feels "drastic improvements are necessary 
before the Machover should be administered in personality 
appraisals." Likewise, Stewart25 feels the greatest 
value of the Machover lies in the focus for research in 
the area of figure drawing. A majority of the reviewers 
of the Machover Test in Buros, 26 seem to express similar 
viewpoints. The underlying criticism is that statistical 
evidence is not given by Machover for her findings. She 
relies on the phrase, "verified repeatedly in clinical 
experience," 27 to serve as the basis of her criteria for 
judging the drawing of the human figure. In 1949, 
Stonesifer, 28 presented one of the few objective, 
clinical and scientifically reliable and valid studies 
in the field of spontaneous art. He came to the conclu-
sion that the human figure drawn by itself would not 
differentiate between schizophrenic and non-psychotic 
adults. 
25rbid., p. 112. 
I I 26 rbid., p. 112. 
I
! 27Karen Machover, Personality Projection in The 
Human Figure (Number 25, American Lecture Series Monograp~ 
:i Springfield: Charles C. Thomas, 1949) p. 35. 
14 
:i 28Fred A. Stonesifer, "A Goodenough Scale Evaluation 
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Continually it appears, studies are being under-
taken to aid in the establishment of more concrete evi-
dence to establish the validity of the Machover Person-
ality Projection Test in the Drawing of the Human Figure. 
In a limited study of adults, Holzberg and Wexler, 29 
found significant statistical differences when the draw-
ing of the human figure was used as a measure of person-
30. 
ality deviation between two groups. Holzberg and Wexler 
also cited an earlier study that indicated significant 
success was shown when a person was asked to match person• 
ality sketches with drawings of the human figure done by 
those described in the sketches. 
Studies have also been done with children to 
determine the relationship of different personality 
factors to drawing. Richey and Spotts31 found the draw-
ings of the face reflected the subject's ability to form 
29 Jules D. Holzberg and Murray Wexler, "The 
Validity of Human Figure Drawing As A Measure of Person-
ality Deviation," Journal of Projective Techniques, 
14: 343-361, ' 1950. 
30 rbid., pp. 343-361. 
3~. H. Richey and James v. Spotts, "Relationship 
of Pop,ularity To Performance on Goodenough 'Draw-A-Man' 
Test,' Journal of Consulting Psychology, 23: 147-150, 
April, 1959. 
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interpersonal relationships. This is consistent with the 
Machover findings that the face is the social feature of 
the drawing. In a study of "high and low anxious child-
ren," Fox32 found that with grade, sex and I.Q. matched 
for thirty-two pair of children, drawings did show 
definite differences. He reported more mutiliation and 
regidity in drawings of highly anxious children. Ochs33 
reported a tendency for the scores on the Goodenough test 
to increase with better social adjustment and decrease 
with continued mal-adjustment. 
Recent Applications of Children's Drawings as a 
Tool for the Teacher. BuhUr~notes that: 
• • • Gradually with the aid of increasing re-
search and materials, teachers recognize that the 
non-conforming child might not necessarily be "bad," 
"dumb" or "mean," but instead may have problems and 
emotional conflicts that prevent a good adjustment 
to school. 
32c. Fox and Others, "Human Figure Drawings of 
High and Low Anxious Children," Child Development, 
29: 297-301, June, 1958. 
33Eleanore Ochs, "Changes In Goodenough Drawinys 
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34charlotte Buhler, Faith Smitter and Sybil 
Richardson, Childhood Problems and The Teacher (New York: 
Henry Holt and Company, 1952) p. 317. 
16 
• 
In order to know more about these underlying character-
istics the teacher must know more about the child. 
II Various techniques are available for the study of person-
i\ 
11 ality. Clinicians and psychologists may utilize play 
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therapy, tests such as Buck's "House-Tree-Person," or 
other projective techniques. However, most classroom 
teachers can not use these because of the special train-
ing required for administration and interpretation of 
these techniques. Therefore the teacher must rely on 
less difficult methods of personality study to supplement 
her understanding of the child. 
Personality inventories may be helpful in verify-
ing a teacher's suspicion that a child is facing diffi-
culty. Testing literature reveals several such instru-
ments. The California Test of Personality is recognized 
as one such standardized test. As its authors point ou~ 35 
"It is designed to identify and reveal the status of cer-
tain highly important components in personality and social 
adjustment." Shaffer36 feels that the subjective 
35Louis P. Thorpe, Willis w. Clark, and Ernest w. 
Tiegs, Manual California Test of Personality (Los Angeles:' 
California Test Bureau, 1943) p. 2. · 
36oscar K. Burns, 
Yearbook (New Brunswick, 
Press, 1949) p. 26. 
The Third Mental Measurements 
New Jersey: Rutgers University 
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evaluation of the questions gives the impression that 
they are skillfully worded and are well adapted to the 
developmental levels for which they are intended, yet, he 1 
questions the validity of the test. Gabler37 reviewing 
the test submits the information that precautions were 
taken to insure validity and the tryout reveals reasonable• 
reliability. Sims 38 rates the California test among the 
better ones. Teachers find a limitation in the use of 
the California Test because of the length of time needed 
to administer it. Most recently, in an attempt to find 
a more efficient yet equal instrument for measurement of 
personality patterns, Dwine1139 found that, at the first 
I 
' li grade level, the Machover Personality Projection Test 
II 
seemed to indicate the same children having personality 
problems as did the California Test of Personality. 
37Ibid., p. 27. 
38oacar K. Buras, The Fifth Mental Measurements 
Yearbook (Highland Park, New Jersey: The Gryphon Press, 
1959) p. 148. 
39Alice J. Dwinell, "An Investigation of The 
Machover Personality Projection Test As An Approach To 
Locating Personaliti Problems At The First Grade Level" 
(unpublished Master s thesis, Boston University, 1958) 
p. 56. 
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i CHAPTER III 
i PROCEDURE OF THE STUDY 
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This study seeks to determine if within a group of 
kindergarten children the Machover Personality Projection 
Test and the California Test of Persor:ality for. Kinclel:garten-
Primary will locate the same personality problems. The 
duration of time to draw a person and the sequence in 
' 
I 
I! 
which it is drawnwereobserved to see if either of these 
factors might be related to intelligence . 
Population. Two kindergarten groups, totaling 
ii fifty-one children from a suburban Boston community, were 
• 
li chosen for the study. They were representative of the 
1: 
J! lower-middle economic class in the community. Both 
I( groups, one morning and one afternoon, were pupils of the 
jl 
1
1
, writer. The groups were considered 11 typical" pre-first 
II 
I kindergarteners, the age range being from four years, 
I 
i ,, 
F II li ,, 
li 
I [! 
:· 
1: 
eleven months to five years, ten months. 
Test Description and Testing Program. The 
California Test of Personalitl': is an inventory of "yes" 
or "no" response questions. The instrument is divided 
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into two sections: Personal Adjustment and Social Ad-
justment. Goodenough Intelligence Test is a non-verbal 
test of mental development based on the drawing of a man. 
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i', Estimates of mental ability are derived from the basic 
structure and detailed features of the drawing. The 
Machover Personality Projection Test is a projective 
technique which requires two drawings of the human figure, 
one male and one female. Interpretation is based on vari-
ation in such characteristics as size of drawing and 
expressions. 
!I 
1: 
i 
'I 
i) 
i· 
·' ,, 
1:1 
,, 
I• 
' i'. 
1. 
I ,. 
I· 
The test battery was administered by the writer 
between November and January. The children were indi-
vidually given each of the above described tests. In 
order to meet the prescribed method of administration of 
both the Goodenough and Machover tests, the plan discussed'• 
below was developed after some experimentation. 
·' 
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Since the Machover test requires the drawing of 
both a male and female figure, it was decided that the 
male figure could be used to obtain the Goodenough score. 
In case a child drew a "boy" rather than a "man" as one 
of the Machover figures, a third drawing was solicited, 
specifically a man, in order to meet the exact wording 
of the Goodenough test. In the Dwine111 study, it was 
1Alice J. Dwinell, "An Investi ation of The 
Machover Personality Projection Test Xs An Approach To 
Locating Personalit¥ Problems At The First Grade Level" (unpublished Masters thesis, Boston University, 1958). I 
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shown that the Machover association form did not dis-
criminate personality problems as well as the Machover 
drawings, therefore only the drawings were used for this 
study. 
The instructions to the child were, "I want you 
to draw somebody for me; anyone you want to." When the 
drawing was completed the child was asked, "Did you draw 
me a man or a lady?" The answer was recorded in the 
corner of the drawing paper by placing M or F (male 
or female) beside the number 1 (to denote first of the 
two drawings). The following day the child was asked 
to make a drawing opposite to the sex drawn the previous 
day. 
In order to observe duration of time and sequence 
an instrument was designed. A box of reinforced 
cardboard approximately 10 x 13 inches served as a 
support for the necessary recording materials. Affixed 
to the top surface of the box, with scotch tape, was 
a sheet of 8.!..:;" x 11" white newsprint. Immediately 
underneath the newsprint was a piece of carbon paper, 
21 
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inserted with carbon side downward facing a roll of paper 
1
• 
which was used for the sequence record. This bottom 
paper was attached to a roller at the right end of the box .. 
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second intervals until the last drawn segment of the pic-
ture had cleared the top of the box. This enabled the 
establishment of an equal division of measurement for all 
of the children. This procedure was tried before formal 
testing began and it was felt that rolling the sheet did 
not distract the children. 
After the Machover and Goodenough tests had been 
administered, the author then administered the California 
Personality Test to each child individually. The 
California Test was given in the same order as had been 
used in the initial tests, thus making consistent the 
amount of time between tests for each child. In no case 
did the time lapse vary more than four weeks between 
tests. The average time lapse was two weeks. 
Testing was done in a room adjacent to the kinder-
garten. An open door into the classroom enabled the 
tester to be readily available to the class. A student 
teacher assumed leadership of the classroom during test-
ing periods. The child sat with his back toward the 
classroom in order to avoid distraction, during the 
testing. This familiar setting was an advantage for 
the testing, it was fel~ since the desired rapport was 
more readily achieved. 
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Scoring. The scoring and analysis of the tests 
were done by the writer. The Machover test was scored 
first since it is subjective while the California Test 
is an objective measure. Therefore, the administrator's 
interpretations of the Machover were not influenced by 
the result of the standardized test. A psychologist with 
wide experience in scoring the Machover test agreed with 
the writer's scoring on 72 of the 102 drawings. This is 
a 71 per cent of agreement. 
The Goodenough tests were also scored by an experi-
enced first grade teacher, and it was found that agreement 
on each score was always within the one or two points of 
probable error variation accepted by Goodenough. Papers 
were also coded, as mentioned previously, but the writer 
discovered that this did not conceal the student's 
identity. The experience of administering the test and 
the uniqueness of each child's drawing prohibited this. 
Drawings were categorized into four basic 
patterns2 namely, 1) no apparent conflict, 2) conflict 
with environment, 3) conflict with social adjustment 
and 4) conflict with acceptance of self. To make the 
------------------------------------------------------------- ' 
i 
~abel S. Noall, "Evaluation of a College Reading 
Program, University of Utah, 1952-53," Unpublished thesis 
Ed. D. Dissertation, University of Southern California, i; 
1957. 
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decision as to which categories applied to the drawings, 
11 criteria established by Machover were used: 
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1. 
2. 
No apparent conflict 
a. vigorous lines 
b. proportional--two pictures the same 
size 
c. own sex drawn first 
d. no particular distortion or emphasis 
e. life like situation is shown 
Conflict with environment 
Withdrawal 
a. no hands 
b. lack of essential detail 
c. no faces 
d. disproportionate long arms 
e. back turned 
General 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
(lack of the eye pupils, one of 
criteria used by Dwinell, was not 
used since it was found that only 
31 per cent of the drawings showed 
them.) 
Anxiety 
smudged 
shadings not related to shadows 
several false starts 
feelings of insecurity when lack 
of stability in way character 
stands 
3. Conflict with Social Adjustment 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
lack of agreement in proportionate 
size of two figures 
emphasis on hair, eyes or teeth 
sharp demarkation of clothes outline 
emphasis on belts, buckles and 
buttons 
4. Conflict in acceptance of self 
figures small 
inferior size of own sex drawing 
c. daydream ~erfection in first drawing 
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Since the California Test provided for two 
categories of adjustment analysis and the Machover pro-
vided for five, an adaptation of the California Test, 
as made by Dwinell, 3 was used to make comparison between 
the findings of the two tests. 
California Personality Test Adaptation 
Part 
A. 
B. 
c. 
D. 
E. 
F. 
I. 
Self Reliance ~ Sense of Personal Worth ___________ (Self 
Sense of Personal Freedom) (Acceptance 
Feeling of Belonging ) Withdrawal Tendencies) ______________ ~(Withdrawal 
Nervous Symptoms ) (Anxiety 
Part II. 
A. 
B. 
c. 
D. 
E. 
F. 
Social Standards ) 
Social Skills ) Anti-Social ~endencies) ______________ (Social 
Family Relat~ons ) (Adjustment 
School Relations ) 
Community Relations ) 
Chapter IV will present an analysis of the data. 
3Alice J. Dwinell, "An Investigation of The 
Machover Personality Projection Test As An Approach To 
Locating Personality Problems At The First Grade Level" 
(unpublished Master's thesis, Boston University, 1958). 
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CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF DATA 
This study sought to determine if the Machover 
Personality Projection Test, when administered and 
scored by the kindergarten teacher, would identify the 
pupils having personality problems as well as the 
California Personality Test. 
The chi-square technique was used for statistical 
comparison of the two tests. Since the study represented 
a small population, the "Yates correction for continuity" 
was used. The following formula was used: 
= 
r--- (fo-fe-.5) 2] I , fe 
Table I shows the central tendency and variability 
of the chronological age of the group studied. 
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Boys 
Girls 
Total 
TABLE I 
CENTRAL TENDENCY AND VARIABILITY 
OF CHRONOLOGICAL AGES OF THE 
51 KINDERGARTEN CHILDREN 
Number Range Mean 
24 59-70 months 65 months 
27 59-70 months 63.7 months 
51 59-70 months 64.5 months 
Standard 
Deviation 
3.25 
2. 72 
2.95 
The chronological age range of the two groups was 
59 months to 70 months. The mean chronological age is 
64.5 months with a standard deviation of 2.95 months. 
The range, means, and standard deviations of 
mental age as obtained with the Goodenough Draw-A-Man 
Test are reported in Table II. 
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TABLE II 
CENTRAL TENDENCY AND VARIABILITY OF MENTAL AGES 
OF THE 51 KINDERGARTEN CHILDREN AS OBTAINED 
WITH THE GOODENOUGH DRAW-A-MAN TEST 
Standard 
" 1: 
" i1 
-- -- -t:-
Number Range Mean Deviation 
Boys 24 51-81 months 61.88 months 6.98 
Girls 27 54-90 months 70.11 months 9.33 
Total 51 51-90 months 66.23 months 9.24 
With a range of 51 to 90 months in mental age, 
the mean was 66.23 months with a standard deviation of 
9. 24. 
The intelligence quotients derived from the 
Goodenough scores are reported in Table III. 
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Boys 
Girls 
Total 
TABLE III 
CENTRAL TENDENCY AND VARIABILITY OF 
INTELLIGENCE QUOTIENTS OF THE 
51 KINDERGARTEN CHILDREN 
Number Range Mean 
24 81-128 99.75 
27 84-136 109.99 
51 81-136 103.18 
Standard 
Deviation 
5.10 
4.BO 
5.27 
The mean intelligence quotient of 103.18 with a 
standard deviation of 5.27 indicates that this sampling 
as a whole represents. a normal group, however, the range 
!• of 81 to 136 is indicative of some heterogeneity. 
I• 
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The per cent of agreement between the scorers of 
the Machover drawings is reported in Table IV. 
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TABLE IV 
PER CENT OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
SCORER "A" AND SCORER 11 B11 
ON MACHOVER DRAWINGS 
Per Cent of Agreement 
75 
66 
Total Group 71 
1: ii A 71 per cent agreement on scoring the drawings 
!1 was reached by scorer "A" the author with scorer "B", 
1: 
!' one who has had considerable experience with the 
[I 
II 
ll 
Machover test. There was a higher percentage of agree-
ment on the drawings of the boys, 75 per cent, than on ,, I, 
I! I' 
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" II 
the drawings of the girls, 66 per cent. The data from 
which this table was drawn is to be found in the Appendix.,: 
II 
1: 
li •~ -.··~~: 
i 
ll 
l: 
)1 
I! 
\! 
• -=~--=~-f,=·--
1 
• 
i 
I 
' 
i 
I 
I 
I 
i 
li 
!' 
ii 
11 
I: 
li 
I; 
f: 
I! 
I 
il 
I, 
II 
I; 
I 
I 
C.T.P. 
x2 = .5743 
TABLE V 
COMPARISON OF PROBLEM DISCRIMINATION 
OF GIRLS BY MACHOVER DRAWING TEST 
AND BY CALIFORNIA TEST OF 
PERSONALITY WITH CUTTING 
LINE AT 30TH PERCENTILE 
Machover Drawings 
Girls Problem No Problem 
Problem 7 8 
No 
Problem 3 9 
Total 10 17 
P : lies between .30-.50 (interpolated .47) 
Total 
15 
12 
27 
j The kind of a relationship between discrimination 
I 
11 of girls with or without problems displayed on the 
H 
' :1 
1: li 
i 
j! 
,, 
California Personality Test (with cutting line at the 
30th percentile) and the same kind of discrimination on 
the Machover Personality Test in Drawings could occur 
by chance 47 per cent of the time. This shows a tendency 
of the two tests to agree on the same kind of discrimina-
tion. 
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TABLE VI 
COMPARISON OF PROBLEM DISCRIMINATION 
OF BOYS BY MACHOVER DRAWING TEST 
AND BY CALIFORNIA TEST OF 
PERSONALITY WITH CUTTING 
LINE AT 30TH PERCENTILE 
Machover Drawings 
Boys Problem No Problem 
Problem 10 2 
No 
Problem 8 4 
Total 18 6 
P =lies between .50-.70 (interpolated.66) 
Total 
12 
12 
24 
The kind of a relationship between discrimination 
of boys with or without problems displayed on the 
California Test of Personality (with cutting line at 30th 
percentile) and the same kind of discrimination on the 
Machover Association could occur by chance 66 per cent of 
the time. This shows a tendency of the two tests to 
agree on the same kind of discrimination to a significant 
i.i degree to be statistically significant. 
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x2 = .8969 
COMPARISON OF PROBLEM DISCRIMINATION 
OF BOYS AND GIRLS BY MACHOVER 
DRAWING TEST AND BY CAQFORNIA 
TEST OF PERSONALITY WITH 
CUTTING LINE AT 30TH 
PERCENTILE 
Machover Drawings 
Boys & Girls Problem No Problem 
Problem 17 10 
No 
Problem 11 13 
Total 28 23 
P : lies between .30-.50 (interpolated .36) 
Total 
27 
24 
51 
When both the boys and girls are combined the 
number under consideration is increased. The agreement 
of the two instruments in the power to discriminate be-
tween pupils with and without problems could occur by 
chance .36 per cent of the time. This shows a tendency 
of the two tests to agree significantly. 
Table VIII will present the number of seconds 
taken to draw a man. 
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n. 
Variable 
Boys 
Girls 
Total 
TABLE VIII 
NUMBER OF 15 SECOND INTERVALS 
TAKEN TO DRAW A MAN 
Number Range Mean 
24 1-12 3.75 
27 1-16 4.85 
51 1-16 4.33 
S.D. 
2.68 
3.62 
3.26 
The mean for the number of 15 second intervals 
taken to draw a man was 4.33. 
Table IX will present the comparison of 
Intelligence Score and the length of time taken to draw 
a man. 
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Intelligence 
Quotient 
Intervals 
(15 sec.) 
Taken to 
Complete 
Drawing 
r. • .571 
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___ , ___ _ 
TABLE IX 
COMPARISON OF INTELLIGENCE 
SCORE AND LENGTII OF TIME 
TAKEN TO DRAW A MAN 
FIGURE 
Range Mean 
81-136 103.18 
1- 16 4.33 
S.D. 
5.27 
3.26 
The data from which this table was drawn is to be 
found in the Appendix. 
The order in which the parts of the body were 
drawn is presented in Table X. 
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Item 
Head 51 
Trunk 41 
Legs 46 
Arms 37 
Clothing 17 
TABLE X 
ORDER IN WHICH PARTS OF BODY 
WERE DRAWN 
(DRAWING OF MAN ONLY) 
Order in Drawing 
1st 2nd 3rd 4th 
96% 4"/o 
2% 96% 2% 
2% 17% 44% 30% 
27"/o 54% 18% 
29% 29"/o 
5th 
7% 
1% 
42"/o 
The general progression in the drawing of the 
human figure went from the head to trunk to arms (if 
present) and then to legs and finally clothing. 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The purpose of this study was to determine if the 
kindergarten teacher could use the Machover Personality 
Projection Test as a means of identifying personality 
problems. The Machover Personality Projection Test was 
compared with the California Test of Personality. 
Limitations: 
1. The sampling was of a small size being limited 
to two classes. 
2. The group was homogenous both in age and 
socio-economic class. 
Conclusions: 
The following conclusions were reached after 
completing an analysis of the data: 
1. Since the Machover Personality Projection Test d 
and the California Test of Personality showed 
a tendency to agree on discrimination of 
children with or without problems, the teacher 
could use the Machover Test as a supplementary 
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2. 
aid in learning more about each child. 
The authority and the writer tended to agree 
on the scoring of the Machover Test seeming 
to show that the teacher could interpret the 
drawings with reasonable success. 
3. This study of the Goodenough Draw-A-Man Test 
appeared to show that the children who re-
ceived higher scores were generally the 
children who took a longer time to complete 
the drawing. Girls took longer and also 
received higher scores. This is in keeping 
with Goodenough's observation that in our 
society girls generally do better in school 
because of their more docile nature. 
4. In analyzing the sequence in which the parts 
of the body were drawn, it appeared that 
there was a common progression from the head 
to trunk and then to the arms and legs. The 
children finished one part of the body before 
going to the next part. 
I 
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Recommendations for further study: 
1. It would be valuable to conduct a study of the 
Machover Personality Projection Test and the 
California Test of Personality using a larger 
group. 
2. Teacher's case studies and other personality 
tests should be used to further verify the 
Machover interpretations of drawings. 
3. Other groups at various age levels should be 
studied to further verify the value of the 
Machover Personality Projection Test as an 
instrument to aid the classroom teacher in 
understanding the children. 
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CTP-P-AA 
PRACTICE QUESTIONS 
A. Do you have a dog at home? 
B. Did you walk all the way to school today? 
• 
YES NO 
• YES NO 
• 
1. Is it easy for you to play by yourself 
when you have to? YES NO' 
• 2. Is it easy for you to talk to your 
class? YES NO 
3. Do you feel like crying when you are 
hurt a little? YES NO 
4. Do you feel bad when you are blamed 
for things? YES NO 
5. Do you usually finish the games you 
start? YES NO 
6. Does someone usually help you dress? YES NO 
7. Can you get the children to bring 
back your things? YES NO 
8. Do you need help to eat your meals? YES NO 
SECTION I A 
·~--------~--------------------------
1. Do the children think you can do 
things well? YES 
• 
2. Do the other children often do nice 
things for you? YES 
3. Do you have fewer friends than other 
children? YES 
4. Do most of the boys and girls like 
you? YES 
5. Do your folks think that you are 
bright? YES 
Can you do things as well as other ; 
children? YES 
6. 
7. Do people think that other children 
are better than you? YES 
8. Are most of the children smarter than 
• 
you? YES 
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SECTION 1 B 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
Section 1 8 
I number r1ghtl ···························-···· 
1. Do your folks sometimes let you buy SECTION I C 
things? YES NO 
• 2. Do you have to tell some people to let 
you alone? YES NO 
3. Do you go to enough new places? YES NO 
4. Do your folks keep you from playing 
with the children you like? YES NO 
5. Are you allowed to play the games 
you like? YES NO 
6. Are you punished for many things 
you do? YES NO 
7. May you do most of the things you 
like? YES NO 
8. Do you have to stay at home too Section- 1 C 
much? YES NO (number right) --------·-····-···--···· 
------------------------------------~· 
1. Do you need to have more friends? YES 
2. Do you feel that people don't like 
you? YES 
3. Do you have good times with the 
children at school? YES 
4. Are the children glad to have you 
in school? YES 
5. Are you lonesome even when you are 
with people? YES 
6. Do people like to have- you around 
them? YES 
7. Do most of the people you know 
lik~ you? YES 
8. Do lots of children have more fun 
at home than you do? YES 
-
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NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
SECTION I D 
Section I D 
(number right) .......... -·····-······-···-· 
• I 
1. Do the boys and girls often try to SECTION 1 E 
• 
cheat you? YES NO 
2. Do you feel very bad when people 
talk about you? YE~, NO 
3. Are most of the boys and girls mean 
to you? YES NO 
4. Do you feel bad because people are 
mean to you? YES NO 
5. Do many children say things that 
hurt your feelings? YES NO 
6. Are many older people so mean that 
you hate them? YES NO 
7. Do you often feel so bad that you 
do not know what to do? YES NO 
8. Would you rather watch others play 
than play with them? YES NO 
·--------------------------------------
1. Do you often wake up because of 
bad dreams? YES NO 
2. Is it hard for you to go to sleep at 
night? YES NO 
3. Do things often make you cry? YES NO 
4. Do you catch colds easily? YES NO 
5. Are you often tired even m the 
morning? , YES NO 
6. Are you sick much of the time? YES NO 
7. Do your eyes hurt often? YES NO 
8. Are you often mad at people with-
• out knowing why? 
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YES NO 
Go RIGHT ON TO THE NEXT PAGE 
SECTION 1 F 
Section 1 F 
I number right I ................................. . 
1. Should you mind your folks even SECTION 2 A 
when they are wrong? YES NO 
2. Should you mind your folks even if 
your friends tell you not to? YES NO 
3. Is it all right to cry if you cannot 
have your own way? YES NO 
4. Should children fight when people 
do not treat them right? YES NO 
5. Should a person break a promtse 
that he thinks is unfair? YES NO 
6. Do children need to ask their folks 
if they may do things? YES NO 
7. Do you need to thank everyone who 
helps you? YES NO 
I 8. Is it all right to cheat if no one sees you? YES NO Section 2 A I number right) ................................. . 
------------------------------------· 
1. Do you talk to the new children at 
school? rYES NO 
2. Is it hard for you to talk to new 
people? YES NO 
3. Does it make you angry when people 
stop you from doing things? YES NO 
4. Do you say nice things to children 
who do better work than you do? YES NO 
5. Do you sometimes hit other children 
when you are playing with them? YES NO 
6. Do you play games with other 
children even when you don't want 
to? YES NO 
7. Do you help new children get used 
to the school? YES NO 
8. Is it hard for you to play fair? YES NO 
Page 6 
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THE NEXT PAGE 
SECTION 2 B 
r-~L!7-~~i•~:~~.z~h,~~.--.. -... -... -.... -... -.... -.... -.... -... -,( • 
1. Do people often make you very 
angry? YES NO 
• 2. Do you have to make a fuss to get 
people to treat you right? YES NO 
3. Are people often so bad that you 
have to be mean to them? YES NO 
4. Is someone at home so mean that 
you often get angry? YES NO 
5. Do you have to watch many people 
so they won't hurt you? YES NO 
6. Do the boys and girls often quarrel 
with you? YES NO 
7. Do you like to push or scare other 
children? YES NO 
8. Do you often tell the other children 
that you won't do what they ask? YES NO 
• 1. Are your folks right when they make 
you mind? YES NO 
2. Do you wish you could live in some 
other home? YES NO. 
3. Are the folks at home always good 
to you? YES NO 
4. Is it hard to talk things over with 
your folks because they don't under-
stand? YES NO 
5. Is there someone at home who does 
not like you? YES NO 
6. Do your folks seem to think that 
you are nice to them? YES NO 
7. Do you feel that no one at home 
loves you? YES NO 
8. Do your folks seem to think that you 
are not very smart? YES NO 
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Go RIGHT ON TO THE "-lEXr ~AGE 
SECTION 2 C 
SECTION 2 D 
Section 2 D 
fnumber right) ···-· ····················-····· 
1. Do you often do nice things for the 
other children in your school? YES NO 
2. Are there many bad children in your 
school? YES NO 
3. Do the boys and girls seem to think 
that you are nice to them? YES NO 
4. Do you think that some teachers do 
not like the children? YES NO 
5. Would you rather stay home from 
school if you could? YES NO 
6. Is it hard to like the children in your 
school? YES NO 
7. Do the other boys and girls say that 
you don't play fair in games? YES NO 
8. Do the children at school ask you 
to play games with them? YES NO 
1. Do you play with some of the 
children living near your home? YES NO 
2. Do the people near your home seem 
to like you? YES NO 
3. Are the people near your home often 
mean? YES NO 
4. Are there people hear your home 
who are not nice? YES NO 
5. Do you have good times with people 
who live near you? YES NO 
6. Are there some mean boys and girls 
who live near you? YES NO 
7. Are you asked to play in other 
people's ya-rds? YES NO 
8. Do you have more fun near your 
home than other children do near 
theirs? YES NO 
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